Abstract: This paper investigates the logophoric pronoun system of Finnish, with a focus on reference to animals, to further our understanding of the linguistic representation of non-human animals, how perspective-taking is signaled linguistically, and how this relates to features such as [+/-HUMAN]. In contexts where animals are grammatically [-HUMAN] but conceptualized as the perspectival center (whose thoughts, speech or mental state is being reported), can they be referred to with logophoric pronouns? Colloquial Finnish is claimed to have a logophoric pronoun which has the same form as the human-referring pronoun of standard Finnish, hän (she/he). This allows us to test whether a pronoun that may at first blush seem featurally specified to seek [+HUMAN] referents can be used for [-HUMAN] referents when they are logophoric. I used corpus data to compare the claim that hän is logophoric in both standard and colloquial Finnish vs. the claim that the two registers have different logophoric systems. I argue for a unified system where hän is logophoric in both registers, and moreover can be used for logophoric [-HUMAN] referents in both colloquial and standard Finnish. Thus, on its logophoric use, hän does not require its referent to be [+HUMAN].
Introduction
A key aspect of being human is our ability to think and reason about our own mental states as well as those of others, and to recognize that others' perspectives, knowledge or mental states are distinct from our own, an ability known as Theory of Mind (term due to Premack & Woodruff 1978) . Human language has a variety of devices that a speaker (or writer) can use to signal that what they are expressing is another individual's perspective or mental state, such as syntactic embedding under verbs of communication and mental state (e.g. John said/thinks that he will win the race). In some languages, morphologically distinct logophoric pronouns are used to indicate that the speaker is conveying some other person's speech, thoughts or feelings.
However, how do we refer to sentient non-human creatures who presumably also experience different mental states? Do we linguistically signal shifts in perspective to non-human animals' mental states as well? The way in which humans regard the distinction between humans and other animals is complex. On referents could be regarded as having undergone a semantic type shift from one ontological entity subtype to another: from e animate (the entity type for non-human animals) to e human (the entity type for humans). In cases where an animal referent has undergone this kind of type shift and is grammatically consistently treated as [+HUMAN] , we cannot draw any conclusions about whether logophoric pronouns can refer to [-HUMAN] referents. This is because in these contexts, it is to be expected that even if logophoric pronouns are specified for [+HUMAN] referents, they could still be used to refer to these type-shifted animal referents. As a result, these are not the contexts that are of interest to us in this paper.
Crucially, there are also situations where animals have not been 'grammatically transformed' into [+HUMAN] referents, but are nevertheless represented as having mental states. Consider a text where a non-human pronoun is used for a particular animal nine times out of ten, except for one occurrence of a logophoric pronoun referring to that same animal, specifically in a context where the animal's thoughts are being reported. Here, the preponderance of non-human pronouns shows the animal is not treated as grammatically [+HUMAN] , and so when we observe a logophoric pronoun being used for that same animal, this suggests that [-HUMAN] antecedents are allowed for logophoric pronouns. As I discuss in Sections 5 through 8, in this paper I focus on this second type of context, using only texts -specifically, children's and young adult books -where the default pronominal form for animals in Finnish is se 'it.' I use books written for children (and young adults) because they are more likely to have animal protagonists than novels written for adult readers. If we were to look at novels written for adults with animal protagonists, I would expect the same patterns to arise. The animal-referring phenomena reported in this paper should not be construed as a specialized property limited to children's literature.
On the basis of corpus examples, I compare two competing hypotheses about the logophoric system of Finnish. Crucially, I show how looking at reference to animals allows us a clearer view of the logophoric system of standard Finnish and colloquial dialects. This is because reference to animals allows us to better understand the behavior of logophoric hän: unlike reference to humans, which shows register variation in Finnish, the default form for animals does not change across registers and thus offers a clearer view of the hän/se alternation. In addition, investigating whether logophoric hän can be used with animals offers insights into the conceptualization of animals in language. I argue in favor of a unified logophoric system for both colloquial and standard Finnish. The data presented in this paper suggests that use of hän can be triggered in both colloquial and standard Finnish by the referent being the perspectival center, even if it is not [+HUMAN] .
The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 I briefly review logophoric pronouns crosslinguistically, and in Section 3 I turn my focus to human-referring logophoric pronouns in Finnish. I first discuss contexts involving reported speech or thought (syntactic embedding under attitude verbs) and then consider logophoric pronouns in unembedded contexts which can be analyzed as Free Indirect Discourse (FID). Section 4 reviews my prior work on the Finnish logophoric system, focusing on human referents, for both standard Finnish and colloquial Finnish. In Section 5, we shift our attention to animals, and address potential concerns about anthropomorphism or personification muddying the waters. Then, using corpus data, I first consider reference to animals both in embedded and main clause contexts (Sections 6-7), and then investigate whether the logophoric pronouns in Finnish need to be interpreted de se or also allow de re reference (Section 8). The results and their implications are discussed in Section 9.
Perspective-sensitivity in pronominal reference to humans
Some languages have a morphologically distinct class of logophoric pronouns that refers to the 'subject of consciousness', i.e. the person whose speech, thoughts or feelings are being reported (e.g. Hagège 1974 , Clements 1975 , Sells 1987 , Culy 1994 . In the words of Clements (1975) , logophors refer to "….the individual (other than the speaker) whose speech, thoughts, feelings, or general state of consciousness are reported or reflected in the linguistic context in which the pronoun occurs" (Clements 1975:141) . This individual is often referred to as the logophoric center. In recent work, Büring (2005:63) states that: "A logophoric pronoun can be used if it is embedded in a constituent c such that (i) c is embedded, (ii) c denotes a proposition p, which (iii) can be paraphrased as a mental state or reported utterance of the pronoun's antecedent such that the paraphrase contains a first person pronoun in place of the pronoun."
In languages with lexically distinct logophoric pronouns2, these specialized forms occur in the scope of predicates reporting speech, thoughts or mental states (e.g. say, think, dream) , ex. (1) from Ewe (Clements 1975 , Pearson 2015 . The logophoric pronoun yè must be interpreted as referring to the subject of saying, and the embedded clause can be paraphrased with a first-person pronoun.
(1) Kofi be yè dzo. (Ewe, from Pearson 2015:78) Kofi say log leave 'Kofi i said he i/*j left.' (Kofi said: "I left.")
Typological work has identified an implicational hierarchy of attitude predicates, indicating that if a language uses logophoric pronouns in coreferential configurations under predicates of perception, it also uses logophoric pronouns under verbs of thought (e.g. Culy 1994 , Stirling 1993 , 1994 , Huang 2000 . This in turn implies that the language also uses logophoric pronouns under verbs of saying/ communication. Pearson (2015) notes that "Logophoric pronouns are traditionally defined as elements that (….) are obligatorily construed as referring to the bearer of the attitude, such as the subject of believe or say" (Pearson 2015:77-78) , in line with ex. (1). However, it seems that non-logophoric pronouns can also corefer with the attitude holder, at least in some languages. Huang (2000 :226, citing Hagège 1974 shows that in Tuburi, either a logophoric or non-logophoric pronoun in the embedded clause can corefer with the subject of 'think' in the main clause. Similarly, Pearson finds that some Ewe informants allow coreference in configurations such as (2), with a non-logophoric pronoun in the embedded clause: So far, we have been treating logophoricity in a unified way. However, Sells (1987) argues that it can be broken down into three primitives: SOURCE, SELF and PIVOT. He defines the SOURCE as "the one who makes the report (for example, the speaker)," the SELF as "the one whose 'mind' is being reported," and the PIVOT as "the one from whose point of view the report is made," in other words, the deictic center (Sells 1987:455) . In recent work, Charnavel & Zlogar (2015) collapse SOURCE and SELF under 'attitude holder,' a perspectival center involving an intellectual/cognitive perspective, and I follow their approach. As will become clear, for the sake of brevity, in this paper I often use the feature [SELF] when referring to the 'attitude holder'. Thus, my use of the label [SELF] is essentially synonymous with the term 'attitude holder.'
Can animals antecede logophoric pronouns?
So far, in our discussion of prior work on logophoricity, we have been implicitly assuming that the referents whose mental states are being described are human. What about non-human animals? It is clear that humans regard at least some non-human animals as capable of experiencing mental state, which raises the question of whether humans use logophoric pronouns when referring to these animals. Specifically, in contexts where animals are not anthropomorphized and are treated grammatically as [-HUMAN] , does the linguistic system still allow us to treat them as entities with the ability to experience mental states and attitudes (i.e., as entities that can be the [SELF] ), despite the fact that the ability to experience various mental states (to have a 'rich inner life') is often viewed as a defining part of being human?
As we will see, in Finnish the pronoun that has been argued to be logophoric (hän) has the same form as the pronoun that, in Standard Finnish, is the default form for humans but not for animals. This might lead us to expect that animals (unless type-shifted from e animate to e human , see de Swart & de Hoop 2018) are excluded from anteceding logophoric pronouns. To the best of my knowledge, there is very limited (if any) discussion of logophoric pronouns being used to refer to animals in prior typological/crosslinguistic work, except for Laitinen's seminal work on Finnish and related languages such as Sami (see Sections 5-7). In particular, prior crosslinguistic work has not systematically investigated whether and in what syntactic (and semantic) configurations logophoric pronouns can be used for sentient thinkers or 'mental state experiencers' that are otherwise grammatically consistently treated as being [-HUMAN] -for example, that are otherwise by default referred to with a non-human pronoun. As I discuss below, to explore this question it is important to look at contexts where the animals are still grammatically of type e animate and have not been type-shifted to eh uman , using the terminology of de Swart & de Hoop (2018) .
3 Perspective-sensitivity in pronominal reference to humans: logophoric pronouns in Finnish
In this section, I review prior work showing that reference to humans in Finnish exhibits a pattern of pronoun alternations that in many ways resembles the logophoric patterns described in Section 2. Some of these logophoric properties were already noted in descriptive work on Finnish as early as 1883 by Setälä, and investigated more recently by Laitinen (2002 Laitinen ( , 2005 Laitinen ( , 2009 Laitinen ( , 2012 , Mikkola & Laitinen (2013) , Nau (2006) , Priiki (2016 Priiki ( , 2017 , Kaiser (2018) , and others.
Finnish pronominal paradigms
A brief review of the pronominal paradigms of present-day Finnish, in particular the distinction between standard and colloquial Finnish, is necessary as a starting point. Standard Finnish is used in formal writing (e.g. newspapers, textbooks, some fiction) and public/official speech (e.g. television news). However, in casual writing and speech, people use dialects of colloquial Finnish.3 These diverge from standard Finnish in terms of their lexicon, morphology, syntax and phonology/phonetics (e.g. Karlsson 1999 and many others). For example, in colloquial Finnish as spoken in the greater Helsinki area, the final [-i] of diphthongs (e.g. ai, oi) is omitted in unstressed syllables (e.g. Standard Finnish sanoi say.PST.3sg becomes sano), and first and second person pronouns are shortened (Standard Finnish minä 'I,' sinä 'you' become mä, sä) . Colloquial Finnish has a number of regional variants, but the logophoric patterns discussed in this paper can occur in the majority of dialects. Generally speaking, Finnish speakers are fluent both in standard Finnish and at least one dialect of colloquial Finnish.
One of the most striking asymmetries between standard Finnish and many dialects involves the pronouns used for human referents on the one hand, and animals and inanimates on the other hand. Present-day standard Finnish makes a clear distinction between humans and non-humans: the genderneutral personal pronoun hän 'she/he' (ex.3a' and 3a'') is used for human referents (e.g. the neighbor), 3 It is worth noting that 'standard Finnish' and 'colloquial Finnish' should not simply be equated with 'written Finnish' and 'spoken Finnish'. For example, informal/casual written communication -such as internet discussion boards -often uses colloquial Finnish. The reader should also be warned that, for purposes of expository clarity, this paper is written as if the two registers are fully distinct -but given that register variation is encoded morphologically, lexically, phonologically and in other ways, there can be gradations and hybrids that may resemble colloquial Finnish on one level and standard Finnish on another level. Importantly, this is not a problem for the key claims of the present paper, for two main reasons. First, in the case of reference to humans, I focus on source texts where the default pronominal form is known or can be clearly identified, and thus provides an indication of whether the source text patterns like standard Finnish or colloquial Finnish in terms of its default pronoun use. Second, in the case of reference to animals, we can sidestep complications stemming from register variation, because the default form for referring to animals does not change across registers. whereas non-human animals and inanimates (e.g. the cat) are referred to with se 'it' (ex.3a' and 3a'').4 This distinction largely mirrors 'she/he' vs. 'it' in English. Laitinen (2009 Laitinen ( , 2012 The anaphoric paradigms in dialects of colloquial Finnish are quite different. In the majority of dialects, se is the default form for both human and non-human referents, with the exception of some south-eastern and south-western dialects (e.g. Vilppula 1989 ).6 Indeed, Kallio (1978 :65, cited by Suonperä 2012 states that the use of se when referring to human referents is so frequent in colloquial language, excepting only the most formal settings, that no specific evidence is needed to support this observation. Thus, in colloquial Finnish, se can refer to humans, non-human animals (ex. 3b) as well as inanimates. This renders the pronouns in the second clause of ex. (3b) more ambiguous than those in (3a'-3a''): at least in principle, it could be that the cat no longer fears the neighbor or the neighbor no longer fears the cat. In sum, there is a tension between the default forms used in the pronominal systems of standard Finnish and colloquial Finnish: whereas standard Finnish uses hän 'she/he' for humans and se 'it' for animals (and inanimates), many colloquial dialects use se 'it' as the default for both. In the following sections, I turn to the non-default pronominal options and the referential properties and contexts that motivate their use.
4 For ease of presentation, I translate se as 'it'. However, se is often regarded as a hybrid that has properties of both anaphoric and demonstrative pronouns (e.g. Larjavaara 1990 ). In contrast to the proximal demonstrative tämä 'this' and the distal demonstrative tuo 'that', se has been analyzed as placing the referent in the addressee's sphere and being unmarked/neutral with respect to the speaker (see Laury 2005) . Se can also occur on its own or as a prenominal modifier, in which case its meaning is similar to English 'the' or 'that', e.g. se kissa 'the cat/that cat' (see Laury 1997) . Se is also used for discourse deixis (Hakulinen & Karlsson 1989:316) . Furthermore, even in standard Finnish se can refer to humans in certain contexts, e.g. in otherwise 'headless' relative clauses (ex.i).
(i) Pekka on se, jo-ta etsi-t. Pekka.nom be.3sg it.nom, who-par look.for-2SG 'Pekka is the one you are looking for. ' (Sulkala & Karjalainen 1992:120) 5 In Standard Finnish, possession is marked with possessive suffixes, abbreviated Px, that agree with the possessor in person and, in some persons, also in number. Genitive pronouns are used if the possessor does not locally c-command the possessive construction. As will become clear later on, possessive constructions without overt possessive pronouns do not distinguish between humans and animals, between hän and se, as both use the same 3rd person possessive suffix. Colloquial Finnish often only uses genitive pronouns, without possessive suffixes (see e.g. Hakulinen et al. 2005) . 6 As regards reference to animals, see also Laitinen (2009:120-121) on dialectal variation and non-logophoric uses of hän in some dialects. I focus here on colloquial dialects where the default form (for humans and animals) is se, as my focus is on the question what motivates the use of hän.
Logophoric pronouns in reported speech/thought contexts in Finnish
In addition to the default form se 'it', many colloquial dialects also use the standard Finnish human pronoun hän 'she/he' in a specific context -namely in embedded clauses that convey reported speech/thought (e.g. Setälä 1883 , Kuiri 1984 , Ylikahri 1996 , Laitinen 2002 , see also Priiki 2016 , Kaiser 2008 . Specifically, Laitinen (2002) notes that the pronoun hän "appears in reported speech or thought and is coreferential with the subject of the speech act or mental verb used to introduce it" (Laitinen 2002:327) . This sounds very similar to what we saw above with the logophoric pronouns in Ewe and other languages (see also Nau 2006 on the links between Finnish hän and logophoric pronouns in African languages). For example, in (4a), hän 'she/he' is used in a clause embedded under the verb 'say' and is coreferential with the matrix subject (realized with default se 'it'): hän refers to the person whose speech is being reported. In the English translations, I will typically use she/he to indicate an occurrence of hän in the Finnish original, and English it to indicate an occurrence of se in the Finnish original. I will also use subscripts to indicate coreference.
The same pattern can be seen in (4b). These examples are all from colloquial Finnish (signaled by morphological patterns and other grammatical cues, as well as use of se as the default pronoun for humans). See Kaiser (2018) for further discussion; these examples are from Kaiser (2018:83) . (4) Given the striking parallels between this use and the examples considered in Section 2, Laitinen (2002 Laitinen ( , 209, 2012 calls this a logophoric use, and I follow her in using this term (see also Nau 2006 , Priiki 2016 . The use of hän in these contexts is not required, however. Hakulinen et al. (2005) present the example in (5) to show that se can be embedded under a verb of saying and can still be coreferential with the subject of saying (see Hakulinen et al. 2005 :1409 for a similar example with a verb of thinking). Use of se in the Finnish is indicated in the English translation with it. This echoes Pearson's (2015) observation that, at least for some speakers of Ewe, the use of a logophoric pronoun is not required in these kinds of contexts. 'so they were talking over morning coffee when it i was pondering that she/he i won't be able to get (it) done, as she/he i has no workmen or friends and she/he i needs help'
In sum, the data presented in this section suggests that hän signals reference to the attitude holder. As I mentioned in Section 2, I will often simply use the label SELF, which I intend to mean attitude holder: the person whose speech, thoughts or attitudes are being conveyed. Further, the examples in this section show that the use of hän is not obligatory when referring to the attitude holder/SELF: Reference to SELF can also be accomplished with se, the form that is the default in colloquial Finnish.
Perspective-sensitivity in main clauses: free indirect discourse and reference to humans
Based on the data so far, viewing hän as a logophoric pronoun that occurs embedded under attitude verbs provides a promising account of the se/hän alternation in colloquial Finnish. However, what about contexts such as ex. (7a,b) (Kaiser (2018:76) ? In (7a), Tiina is referred to with hän, but in (7b) she is referred to with se. In both cases, the pronoun is the subject of a matrix clause and is not embedded under a mental state or speech verb. These are both examples from a novel written in standard Finnish, where hän is the default for humans and se for non-human animals and inanimates. 'In any case, it i had made a mess of things, as usual.'
In standard Finnish, what could be triggering use of se in some contexts and hän in others, in main clause contexts with no attitude verbs? It's worth acknowledging right away that the use of se to refer to a human in standard Finnish (ex.7b) may seem unexpected, in light of the preceding discussion. Pre-empting the subsequent sections somewhat, the claim is that in (7b) we are dealing with a case of Free Indirect Discourse (FID) and that se 'it', when used inside FID, can be used even in standard Finnish for the NON-SELF, i.e. a referent other than the attitude-holder. (In this case, the attitude-holder is Tiina's mother, who is thinking about her daughter.)
Free Indirect Discourse (FID) is a means of conveying a character's speech or thoughts without using a direct quote or an embedding speech or mental state verb. In direct speech, e.g. Peter said, 'I will go home tomorrow', first-person pronouns are used to refer to the character who is speaking. In indirect speech/ reported speech, e.g. Peter i said that he i would go home tomorrow, the speaker/character is referred to with a third person pronoun. In free indirect discourse, there is no matrix clause with a verb of speaking/thinking, and instead the text represents a character's speech or thoughts directly. A third-person pronoun can be used to refer to the SELF: More specifically, in Kaiser (2018) , I build on prior work and analyze examples like (10b) as involving Free Indirect Discourse (FID). In that work, I propose a unified account of the hän/se alternation in colloquial Finnish (reported speech/thought) and standard Finnish (Free Indirect Discourse) for reference to humans. I briefly present the relevant background and data in this section, and then summarize and extend my prior proposal in Section 4, as it is relevant for my claims about animal reference patterns in the subsequent sections.
As Saukkonen (1967) notes, in Finnish hän is used in FID to refer to the speaker/thinker/attitude holder, who I refer to as the SELF. More specifically, my corpus data show the following basic patterns: (i) inside free indirect discourse, the SELF (the person whose mental state or speech is being conveyed) is referred to with hän 'she/he' and (ii) se 'it', when used inside FID, refers to the NON-SELF, i.e. a referent other than the attitude-holder (see also Saukkonen 1967 , Hakulinen 1988 , Rivinoja 2006 , Kaiser 2008 .
This pattern is exemplified in ex. (8) from a novel by Joensuu (1983) . In this extract, one of the characters, Mikael, is coming downstairs from his bedroom and listening to find out who is home. Mikael -the SELF, from whose perspective we see and hear things -is referred to with hän 'he', and his mother with se 'it'.8 Unlike the reported speech examples in the preceding sections where se was in a matrix clause with a speech/thought verb and hän was in the embedded clause, se and hän both occur in matrix clauses (ex.8). 'Mikael i came downstairs as quietly as possible. The foyer was dark. He i stood still, held his breath and listened. Mother j was in the kitchen. It j was ironing. One could tell from the smell -there was a nice, warm smell in the air -and from mother j 's quiet humming.'
Use of se in free indirect discourse for the NON-SELF referent is not obligatory; hän can also be used (see Rouhiainen 2000) . In (9), which comes from a longer extract of the Finnish translation of Women in Love by D.H. Lawrence discussed by Rouhiainen (2000:118) , we hear the thoughts of one of the protagonists, Gudrun, about her lover Gerald, and hän refers to the NON-SELF referent Gerald. The larger context of this extract makes it clear that we are hearing Gudrun's thoughts, that she is the SELF.
(9) Geraldin i pitäisi päästä sellaiseen asemaan, missä hän i tahdonvoimallaan ja ylivertaisella käytänöllisellä älyllään voisi ratkaista nykyajan teollisuuden pulmat. (Lawrence 1980:541) 'Gerald i should achieve a position where he i , with his force of will and supreme practical intelligence, would be able to solve the problems of modern industry.'
In sum, we see that in FID contexts, hän can be used to refer to SELF (8) or to NON-SELF (9) and se is used to refer to NON-SELF (7b) but not to SELF. It is worth noting that these examples are from standard Finnish, where hän is the default for human antecedents.
Logophoric pronouns and Free Indirect Discourse in other languages
In the preceding sections I discussed the idea, not specific to Finnish, that free indirect discourse and embedding under attitude predicates resemble each other but differ in the scope of the logophoric/ perspectival domain (e.g. Kaiser 2018 , see also Section 4). This view receives further support from observations made in prior work about seemingly 'unexpected' uses of morphologically distinct logophoric pronouns (though the phenomenon is not normally described in these prior papers as involving FID). For example, Pearson (2015) notes that in Ewe, the logophoric pronoun yè is normally ungrammatical in simple matrix clauses, in contrast to the regular pronoun e (ex.10) but, as already noted by Clements (1975) and also discussed by Pearson, yè can occur in a matrix clause when preceded by a sentence containing an attitude predicate, "in which it case it [yè, EK] must denote the attitude holder associated with the predicate in this earlier sentence" (Pearson 2015:96) . This is shown in (11). (10 According to Pearson (2015:96) , her native speaker consultants draw the inference that the insult took place in the dream or that this is a report of Kofi describing the dream to Mary -in other words, they interpret yè as occurring in the scope of an attitude. This fits with Clements's (1975:17) observation that Ewe logophoric pronouns can refer to antecedents in preceding sentences, in situations where the point-of-view has shifted from the narrator to another individual. Related data from Tamil, for the anaphor taan, is discussed by Sundaresan (2012:41) . When taan occurs in matrix subject position, its antecedent is "has a psychological/ mental attitude with respect to a proposition in which the anaphor is a participant" (Sundaresan 2012: 45) .
In sum, from a crosslinguistic perspective, it appears that logophoric pronouns can be used (i) inside a 'perspectival domain,' e.g. when embedded under explicit perspective-signalling verbs (e.g. verbs of saying and verbs of mental state) or (ii) in cross-sentential contexts when inside the domain of free indirect discourse.
Kaiser's (2018) analysis for human reference
When it comes to a human referent conceptualized as the SELF, the speaker/thinker, in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 we saw that (i) in colloquial Finnish, the default se can refer to NON-SELF or SELF, whereas hän is used to refer to SELF. On the other hand, (ii) in standard Finnish, the default hän can refer to NON-SELF or SELF, whereas se is used for NON-SELF human referents. In Kaiser (2018) I argue that we can derive these patterns from the register-based defaults when combined with the association between hän and the attitude holder/SELF. I also argue that there is no need to posit an additional association between se and NON-SELF. However, in the case of human reference, the claim that hän potentially has a logophoric interpretation (in both standard and colloquial Finnish) is complicated by the fact that hän is also the register default for humans in standard Finnish. Before considering this complication in more detail, let us consider the properties of the proposed system in more depth, especially as they relate to the [+/-HUMAN] property.
From a speaker-oriented production perspective, in standard Finnish, [+HUMAN] Crucially, this specific association between hän and SELF must be able to take priority over registerdependent default mappings. This is needed to explain the use of hän for [+HUMAN] SELF referents in colloquial Finnish (Section 3.2), since otherwise only se would be used. However, the priority cannot be absolute, since -as we saw above -whatever is the default form in a register can also be used for SELF referents. In the case of Standard Finnish, with human referents, we face the challenge of hän being the register default for humans. Thus, from a morphological perspective, using hän to refer to the SELF is vacuous in standard Finnish. Reference to animals offers a situation where this issue of vacuity is not present. In general terms, the patterns discussed by Kaiser (2018) -at least in the case of colloquial Finnishcan be captured with Horn (1984)'s division of pragmatic labor (13). For colloquial Finnish, the idea is that, from the hearer's perspective, the speaker's use of hän (the more marked option) -in a context where se (the unmarked option) is also available -signals a marked message to the hearer, namely that hän refers to the SELF.
(13) Division of pragmatic labor: "The use of a marked (relatively complex and/or prolix) expression when a corresponding unmarked (simpler, less 'effortful') alternative expression is available tends to be interpreted as conveying a marked message (one which the unmarked alternative would not or could not have conveyed) (Horn 1984:22) With human reference in standard Finnish, however, the situation is more complex due to hän being both the marked option (SELF referring) and the unmarked/default option. As will become clear below, in the current paper I show that looking at reference to animals crucially sidesteps this complication and thus allows us to assess the referential properties of the pronouns more directly. Alternatively (and relatedly), by focusing on the production side and how the speaker chooses which form to use, one could capture the Finnish patterns by means of Heim's Maximize Presupposition principle: "Make your contribution presuppose as much as possible" (Heim 1991:28) . Thus, if there are two (or more) expressions that mean the same thing, the speaker should use the one with more presuppositions. In other words, a speaker should use the expression that is associated with the strongest presupposition compatible with the speaker's knowledge. Chemla (2008:142) formulates Maximize Presupposition as follows: "Among a set of alternatives, use the felicitous sentence with the strongest presupposition."
In the case of pronouns, the standard view is that gender, person and number features are presuppositional (e.g. Cooper 1983 , Heim & Kratzer 1998 , but see also Yanovich 2012 and Sudo 2012) . Since Finnish does not mark gender on pronouns, let us put aside gender features for now. In Heim's system (1991), third person pronouns only carry the presupposition of 'non-participant' (i.e., that the referent is not the speaker or the addressee). From a semantic perspective, they are less marked than first or second person pronouns -indeed, third-person pronouns have been argued to be featurally unmarked (e.g. Sauerland 2008 ). Thus, in colloquial Finnish, se is presumably featurally unmarked (indeed, it is arguably even less marked than English she/he, because in colloquial Finnish se can refer to humans, non-humans and inanimate things). In contrast, hän in colloquial Finnish refers to a SELF referent: although it is a third person pronoun, it is clearly not featurally unmarked. Following prior work on gender, number and person, let us assume that logophoric reference is also presuppositional. This yields a situation where, in a SELFreferring context, a sentence with hän is felicitous and presupposes more than a sentence with se, and so Maximize Presupposition states that hän is the form the speaker should use.
Thus, when a Finnish speaker utters a colloquial Finnish sentence where they refer to a third person human referent who is the SELF, they could use se (as a register default) or hän (as a SELF referring pronoun), but due to Maximize Presupposition we expect them to prefer hän. So, we can use Maximize Presupposition to explain why the specific association between hän and SELF is able to trump the register default of colloquial Finnish -though it is less clear how this approach could capture the fact that in colloquial Finnish, the register default se can nevertheless also occur in logophoric contexts (see footnote 10 for discussion).
Furthermore, just as with Horn's division of pragmatic labor, things become more complex when we turn to Standard Finnish.9 When a Finnish speaker produces a standard Finnish sentence and they refer to a third person human referent who is the SELF, both the register-based default and perspectivebased mapping point to hän: in standard Finnish the default form for humans and the form that has been analyzed as logophoric look the same. Thus, the claim that hän can be a logophoric pronoun is less evident in standard Finnish than in colloquial Finnish, because there is no se/hän form alternation for human referents. However, in Kaiser (2018) I discuss several examples involving the interpretation of subjective adjectives indicating that hän has logophoric properties in Standard Finnish.10 Nevertheless, the fact that the default human pronoun looks the same as (what I claim to be) the logophoric pronoun makes the patterns harder to detect than in colloquial Finnish. One might thus wonder about the validity of the claim that hän is logophoric in both colloquial and standard Finnish.
In fact, an alternative interpretation of the data in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 is to say that the two registers have different logophoric systems, as illustrated in (12') under the label Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 states that, in contrast to colloquial Finnish where se is the default form for humans and hän is logophoric/refers to the SELF (12'b), in standard Finnish hän is the default form for humans (unmarked for logophoricity) and se is anti-logophoric and cannot refer to the SELF (12'a). Under this view, colloquial Finnish has a logophoric pronoun (hän) and standard Finnish has an anti-logophoric pronoun (se), rather than both registers having an association between hän and logophoricity.
(12') Hypothesis 2 (logophoric system is different in the two registers) (a) In other words, in both standard and colloquial Finnish, in a context where the default pronoun used for a particular animal is se, the prediction is that hän can be used to refer to that same animal only in contexts where the animal is the SELF. Note that this is crucially not the same prediction as personification / anthropomorphism, as will be discussed in the next section.
In In sum, prior work on logophoric pronouns in Finnish has mostly focused on reference to humans (with the exception of Laitinen's work, which I discuss below), but the issue is complicated by the fact that the default human-referring pronoun in standard Finnish is the same as the form that is hypothesized to be logophoric. In order to better assess the logophoric pronoun systems of standard and colloquial Finnish (and to distinguish between Hypotheses 1 and 2 above), we can turn to reference to animals, which sidesteps the 'same form' problem that we encounter with human reference.
Reference to animals
Unlike reference to humans, which shows register variation in Finnish, the default form for referring to animals does not change across registers and thus offers a clearer view of the hän/se alternation. Since se is the default form for animals, then as long as we eliminate texts where animals are treated grammatically as [+HUMAN] (or, borrowing terms from de Swart de Hoop 2018, typeshifted from e animate to e human ), any occurrences of hän with animals can safely be regarded as logophoric. This allows us to get a clearer picture of the behavior of logophoric hän and to assess whether Hypothesis 1 or 2, as described above, better describes the Finnish logophoric system. In addition, investigating whether logophoric hän can be used to refer to animals also offers a way to gain insights into the conceptualization of animals in language. Specifically, we ask whether referents that are treated by the linguistic system as [-HUMAN, +ANIMATE] can also be conceptualized as the attitude holder/SELF, as diagnosed by the use of logophoric pronouns, or whether the use of logophoric pronouns is reserved only for SELF referents that are also [+HUMAN] .
Before continuing, we need to discuss the distinction between (i) situations involving anthropomorphism -specifically, the treatment of animals linguistically (and otherwise) as if they were human -and (ii) situations where an animal is clearly an animal in terms of its categorical features (i.e., [-HUMAN]) but is nevertheless the attitude holder/SELF.
Dissociating anthropomorphic uses from logophoric uses
When investigating reference to animals, one concern that immediately comes to mind has to do with personification and anthropomorphism. In English, for example, people can refer to their pets with 'he' and 'she' instead of 'it' (see Guzmán-González 2013 , Gardelle 2013 , Sealey & Oakley 2013 , Teterina 2012 . If our aim is to sidestep the complications that arise with human referents due to the register default in standard Finnish (hän) being the same as the logophoric pronoun by investigating reference to animals, we want to avoid contexts where animal referents also have hän as their default form. In this section, I argue that in Finnish, use of hän for animals is dissociable from anthropomorphism, and show that we can avoid complications by focusing on texts where animals clearly have se as the default form.
Let us start by briefly reviewing the notion of anthropomorphism. It is well-known that humans have a tendency to attribute humanlike attributes to nonhuman things -in other words, to anthropomorphize11 (see e.g. Waytz et al. 2010 for recent discussion). As noted by Turner, "We are people. We know a lot about ourselves. And we often make sense of other things by viewing them as people too" (Turner 1987:21, cited by Guthrie 1993:129) . This attribution of human characteristics may involve (i) physical features that are characteristic of humans (e.g. seeing faces in clouds) and (ii) human mental attributes (e.g. attributing intentions or emotions to nonhuman things, such as computers). The presence of humanlike faces or movements usually implies the presence of humanlike mental attributes. As noted by Waytz et al (2010) , anthropomorphism is not just animism (defined as attributing life to a nonliving thing), but rather involves the attribution of distinctly human characteristics -especially mental capacities such as intentions and emotions -to nonhuman things.
One might thus be concerned that looking at reference to animals does not offer a means of testing whether [-HUMAN] referents can nevertheless be antecedents of logophoric pronouns and the 'human-associated' hän form in particular, if speakers/writers anthropomorphize animals and in particular if they treat them linguistically as [+HUMAN] . However, I argue that this concern is misplaced, for two main reasons: First, as illustrated by examples (14-15), in Finnish one can describe animals engaging in human-like activities and exhibiting human-like mental attributes and felicitously use the pronoun se. The novels that I analyzed (children's books and young adult fiction, listed in (16) 11 Anthropomorphism is sometimes regarded as a synonym for personification, but the term personification is also used in a more specific way: Personification is often regarded as a specific kind of literary device (e.g. Guthrie 1993:124), specifically for situations where inanimate objects and especially abstracts (e.g. liberty, truth) are represented in human form, as is often done in poetry or art. 12 The aim of these examples is to show that in standard Finnish, use of se is not precluded with verbs that normally select for human subjects. I.e., an animal engaged in human-like activities can be referred to with se. Thus, a claim that 'hän must be used when the animal is anthropomorphized' is not correct. Note also that the occurrence of se in these examples is (i) not in the scope of Free Indirect Discourse, and is (ii) not embedded under a verb of communication or thought. Thus, these contexts are distinct from the kinds of contexts I discussed in 3.2 and 3.3. As we will see later on, different patterns emerge when an animal is referred to in the scope of FID or a verb of communication/thought. 13 From the perspective of de Swart & de Hoop's (2018) work on animacy type-shifting, contexts like (14-15) are interesting, because while the verbs' selectional restrictions may lead us to assume a conceptual shift to e human , the use of se in these standardFinnish contexts argues against this. In the present paper, the main cue that is relevant for us is the default pronoun used in standard Finnish text for reference to the animal in question. If it is se, I assume that the animal has not been typeshifted into e human . This is because in standard Finnish, humans are not referred to with se.
'Bernie i went into the shower room and turned the water on full. Mentally, it i was already planning its speech in front of the whole dog community. . This is further evidence for the observation that anthropomorphized, protagonist animals can be felicitously referred to with se in Finnish. This idea that the use of hän alternation for animals cannot be explained away simply as anthropomorphism has also been mentioned in earlier work on Finnish (e.g. Laitinen 2002 , Siitonen 2008 , although use of se for anthropomorphized vs. non-anthropomorphized animals has not been systematically investigated.
There is also a second reason why potential complications about authors treating animals as [+HUMAN] (typeshifting from e animate to e human ) need not concern us here. This is because of the nature of the corpus that I used: to ensure that the cases of hän that we consider in this paper are not cases of animals being treated as featurally [+HUMAN] -i.e., being typeshifted to the ontological subtype e human -in the texts, I excluded all books from the corpus analysis that used hän as the regular/default form for animals. The sources of corpus examples used in the current work are listed in (21) Laitinen 2002 , Mikkola & Laitinen 2013 , and that its logophoricity is separable from the [+/-HUMAN] feature.
Predictions for reference to animals
Recall that based on human referent data, we also considered Hypothesis 2 (12'), which posits different logophoric systems for colloquial and standard Finnish. According to this approach, in (i) standard Finnish, the register defaults state that hän is only used for [+HUMAN] referents and se only for [-HUMAN] referents, and that se has an additional perspectival anti-logophoric [-SELF] function. In contrast, in (ii) colloquial Finnish, the default form se refers to [+/-HUMAN] referents, and hän to logophoric [SELF] referents. In sum, under this view, colloquial Finnish has a logophoric pronoun (hän) and standard Finnish has an antilogophoric pronoun (se).
Hypothesis 2 predicts a clear asymmetry in terms of which forms are used for animals in standard and colloquial Finnish: like Hypothesis 1, it predicts that in colloquial Finnish, hän can be used for [-HUMAN] animals if they are [SELF] . Crucially, it also predicts that in standard Finnish, hän cannot be used for [-HUMAN] animals, even if they are [SELF] , because standard Finnish only has an antilogophoric pronoun (se). This prediction of Hypothesis 2 seems to be in line with a comment made by Laitinen (2009:125) that the logophoric use of hän for either humans or animals did not become an established part of standard Finnish, though she notes that some 19 th century authors used it in stream-of-consciousness contexts and when reproducing colloquial speech (Laitinen 2009:125) .
In sum, the forms used to refer to animals in standard Finnish are the crucial test case to distinguish between two competing analyses of logophoric pronouns in Finnish (Hypothesis 1 vs. Hypothesis 2), and more specifically to test the strength of the association between hän and SELF. To assess what forms are used for referring to animals that are logophoric SELF referents, in the following sections, we first consider animal-referring pronouns embedded under attitude verbs (Section 6), then turn to Free Indirect Discourse contexts (Section 7) and finally consider the use of pronouns in de re contexts (Section 8).
Animals: perspective-sensitivity under attitude verbs
In this section, we turn to naturally-occurring examples from colloquial dialects and standard Finnish to test whether attitude verbs with animal subjects can license the use of hän in the embedded clause. We only consider texts where the default form for animals is clearly se.
In colloquial Finnish, in contexts where it is clear that se is the default form that is normally used to refer to an animal, hän can nevertheless be used to refer to that same animal under a variety of attitude predicates. The colloquial examples in (17-18), referring to animals, are from Laitinen (2002:333) . Ex. (17) is about a magpie16, ex. (18) about a dog. As above, I translate Finnish hän as 'she/he' in English and Finnish se as 'it' in English, in order to make the alternation between the different forms easier to see.
(17) En tiet tiennöö-kö tuo i sitte ite-kkääm mihinkä häv i vei se Neg.SG1 know knows.POT-CL it.nom i then self-CL where she/he.nom i took it.ACC 'I don't know if that i itself (the magpie) even knows where she/he i took it (the spoon)' (18) Mut koera i jos otta-a ni se i tietä-ä että mihinkä hän i viep But dog.nom i if take-3sg so it.nom i know-3sg that where she/he i take.3sg 'But if the dog i takes something, it i knows where she/he i takes (it)'
Crucially, my corpus data shows that the same kind of se…hän pattern is present with animals in standard Finnish, with a variety of attitude predicates, as illustrated in ex. (19) (20) (21) (22) . Again, I translate Finnish se into English as it, and Finnish hän into English as she/he. Examples (19-21) are from books written in standard Finnish. Example (22) is from the internet, where the register may be less 'standard' than in novels. Nevertheless, the verb morphology uses standard Finnish forms and the sentence structure (e.g. participial constructions) is in line with standard, not colloquial, Finnish.
These are all contexts where (as the examples show), se is the default form used for the animal referent. Thus, the use of hän cannot be attributed to a register default.17 16 In this example, the pronoun in the matrix clause is the distal demonstrative tou rather than se. What is most relevant for our purposes is the use of (a dialectal form of) hän in the embedded clause. 17 As discussed in Section 1, morphological properties independent of hän and se can also be used to determine whether a certain text is in standard or colloquial Finnish. 
Animals: perspective-sensitivity in main clauses in free indirect discourse
The presence of the hän/se alternation with reference to animals is not limited to contexts of embedding under attitude verbs: examples in this section show that it also exists in matrix clauses. Examples (23) and (24), from a children's book by Ville Hytönen, show that the same animal character (a spider called Hämämäkämäkki) is normally referred to with the default form se, even in mental state contexts as in ex.
(23) -i.e., anthropomorphic behavior is not enough to trigger use of hän. At the same time, we see that hän is used to refer to the spider even when it is not syntactically embedded under an attitude verb (ex.24), if the context involves FID from the animal's perspective. Similarly, in a book about a guinea pig called Olga by Michael Bond, the default form used by the Finnish translator for the guinea pig is se (ex.25) -but hän is also used, even in unembedded main-clause contexts (ex.26). (The English translations are by the present author; they are not the sentences from the English original.) These unembedded contexts where hän is used can be characterized as presenting the thoughts of the animal character: the author gives the reader a glimpse inside the mind of the animal, the SELF. In other words, these contexts involve Free Indirect Discourse (FID).18 For example, in ex. (24), use of the wh-exclamative provides a strong indication that the sentence conveys the spider's thoughts (see also Banfield (1973:10-11 ) on exclamatives as cues for FID). Similarly, in ex. (26), use of the sentence-initial combination of the copular verb and the discourse clitic -pa ('was+clitic') provides affective/expressive information which signals FID (see also Banfield 1973 , McHale 1978 , Fludernik 1993 on properties of FID). Furthermore, it is worth noting that in contexts where animals are described, from an external observer's perspective, as engaging in mental acts (e.g. feeling sad in ex.29), the non-human pronoun se can still be felicitously used. It is specifically in contexts that are construed as being in the scope of FID (i.e., where the text conveys the animal's thoughts, without embedding under an attitude verb) that we find use of hän with SELF antecedents that are animals. Ex. (27) illustrates that not only can hän be used to refer to an animal that is SELF, but that in such contexts we also see se being used to refer to the non-SELF. This is the same pattern that obtains when both the SELF and the non-SELF are human (see Kaiser 2018 for examples).
(27) [Context: The guinea pig Olga is still in the pet shop at the start of the story, and thinks about another guinea pig who has been returned to the pet shop and who has told scary stories about people and how strict Nevertheless, the fact that se can also be used in FID contexts for SELF referents (ex.31) shows that it is still the default form for non-human animals. So, we have seen that with non-human referents, se -which is the default -can be used in non-logophoric/non-SELF as well as in logophoric/SELF-referring contexts, but the non-default human pronoun hän is only used when referring to SELF, in FID or reported speech contexts.
19 As discussed by Mikkola & Laitinen (2013) historical varieties of Finnish (before the modern standard Finnish conventions stabilized) could use hän to refer to animals when they were conceptualized as beings whose motives/thoughts/feelings could be understood and who engaged in meaningful interactions with humans (see also Laitinen 2009 Laitinen , 2012 . Mikkola and Laitinen cite ex. (i) from an advice book for children (late 1800s), and note that se is used when the animal is simply the target of observation but hän is used when the animal is viewed as a 'persona' that understands interactions and has feelings. The present paper focuses on present-day Finnish but it is clear that the use of hän for animals that are presented as the SELF is not a new phenomenon. 
De se and de re reference to animal antecedents
It is often suggested in prior work that logophoric pronouns are obligatorily interpreted de se (i.e., the antecedent is aware that she/he is the referent of the pronoun) in Ewe and in other languages (e.g., Schlenker 1999 , Stephenson 2007 , see also von Stechow 2003 , and cannot receive a de re interpretation (where the antecedent is not aware that she/he is the referent of the pronoun). Initial empirical evidence that supports this, at least for some languages, comes from Bafut (Kusumoto 1998, see ex.32) , Yoruba (Anand 2006) , and Tangale (Haida 2009 ). Schlenker (2003) provides the example in (32) from Bafut and notes that use of the logophoric pronoun yu is ungrammatical in a de re context, when John does not realize that the man whose pants are on fire is him. However, the view or assumption that logophoric pronouns are universally obligatorily de se is challenged by Pearson (2015) , based on data from Ewe. Based on fieldwork, Pearson shows that Ewe logophors are not obligatorily de se and also allow de re readings.
(32) Situation (Kaplan 1977) : John is looking at a mirror from a distance and sees a man in the mirror. He notices that the man's pants are on fire. In fact, the man he sees in the mirror is John himself, but he doesn't realize it. a. John believes that his pants are on fire b.
John wà?àt∂ m∂ { *yu / à } ká khi (Bafut; P.Tamanji, p.c to Kiyomi Kusumoto) John thinks that { LOG / he } FUT burn 'John thinks that he is going to get burnt' Investigating whether Finnish hän can be used in both de re and de se contexts or only in de se contexts provides another way to probe its logophoric properties. As in the preceding sections, we focus here on reference to animals, since with humans use of hän could be triggered by its being the default form. Recall, though, that as we saw in Section 3.3, in standard Finnish Free Indirect Discourse with humans, se is used for the non-SELF and hän for the SELF. Based on those patterns, we might expect that (i) hän is used only for de se readings and (ii) se is used for de re readings.
For Finnish, my corpus data shows that in mistaken identity contexts with animals, (i) logophoric hän is used for de se reference and (ii) se is used for de re or de se reference. The examples from my corpus do not involve embedding under attitude verbs but rather are contexts with Free Indirect Discourse. Consider examples (33-34) below. Ex. (33) is from a book about a reindeer, Pate, who is normally referred to with se. This extract describes a context where Pate sees his reflection in a window, but does not realize that it is him (or his reflection), and thinks it is a monster. When referring to the 'monster' in Pate's belief world, the author uses se in the third sentences (de re), and when referring to Pate, the author either uses se (sentence 2) or hän (sentence 5) in an FID context where Pate is the perspectival center. Immediately after this extract, the author goes back to referring to Pate with se. It is worth emphasizing that that these 'mistaken identity' contexts differ in a meaningful way from the standard FID examples we considered in Section 7. In ex. (34), in the 'actual world' of the narrative, both hän and se actually refer to the moose, Iiro. (The same logic applies to ex. (33)). This differs crucially from regular FID examples, where hän and se -when inside the FID domain -refer to fully distinct entities. Thus, the mistaken identity examples highlight that the 'non-SELF' is based on the epistemic state of the SELF. What matters for use of se is not that it has to refer to an entity that is not coreferential with the SELF, but rather that the SELF does not recognize the other referent as being coreferential with the SELF. The idea that what matters is the epistemic state of the SELF is in line with Kaiser (2018)'s claim -based on other evidence -that the logophoric SELF use of hän is the fundamental property that also drives the association of se with the non-logophoric SELF.
In sum, with animals, hän is used for de se reference, and se (the default) for de re or de se. I found no corpus examples of hän being used in a de re context. This observation receives further support from native speaker judgements of pronouns embedded under attitude verbs, which suggest that logophoric hän cannot be felicitously used in a de re context with animal antecedents. To see this, consider a constructed example where Iiro tells other animals about his experience with the 'interloper' moose (ex.35a) and then one of the animals reports to someone else what Iiro had said (ex.35b,c). Use of the default form se is fine (ex.35c), but use of hän in the embedded clause in (35b) is infelicitous, indicating that it cannot be used felicitously in de re contexts. Se sanoi, että se oli väärässä paikassa. 'It said that it was in the wrong place.'
Conclusions
This paper set out to gain insights into our linguistic conceptualization of non-human animals, what this can tell us about how perspective-taking is signaled linguistically, and how this relates to features such as [+/-HUMAN]. Empirically, the question I investigated is whether, in contexts where animals are clearly grammatically [-HUMAN], the linguistic system of Finnish still allows us to treat animals grammatically as entities with the ability to experience mental states and attitudes. I probed this by exploring whether animals can be referred to with logophoric pronouns in different linguistic contexts and registers. Finnish is especially well-suited for this investigation because it has a pronoun with logophoric properties which is the same form as the human-referring pronoun used in standard Finnish, hän (she/he). This allows us to test whether a pronoun, hän, that may at first blush seem featurally specified to seek [+HUMAN] referents, can nevertheless be used for [-HUMAN] referents, animals, when these referents are logophoric centers, in both standard and colloquial Finnish. In related work, Peltola (this issue) investigates Finnish constructions often viewed as grammatically requiring [+HUMAN] referents, namely the zero person construction and the impersonal passive, to see whether they can be used for non-human animals, and if so, when. Given that thinking, speaking and mentalizing are fundamentally human traits, it might not be surprising if logophoric pronouns were only restricted to humans. To the best of my knowledge, prior crosslinguistic and typological work on logophoric pronouns has not systematically investigated whether these forms can be used for sentient thinkers or 'mental state experiencers' that are still grammatically clearly [-HUMAN], except for Laitinen's (2002 Laitinen's ( , 2009 Laitinen's ( , 2012 work on historical Finnish and dialects of colloquial Finnish (see also Mikkola & Laitinen 2013 ). This question also relates to broader issues concerning semantic and pragmatic features, such as the extent to which discourse-semantic features such as logophoricity -which can change over the course of a narrative -can 'overpower' arguably more immutable semantic features such as the [+/-HUMAN] distinction.
Furthermore, investigating logophoric reference to animals allows us to shed light on questions left open by prior work on human reference with logophoric pronouns (see e.g. Kaiser 2018 ). When investigating the Finnish logophoric system by looking at reference to humans, complications arise from differences between standard and colloquial Finnish; specifically, it is hard to detect whether hän 'she/he' is logophoric not only in colloquial but also in standard Finnish. Indeed, Laitinen (2009) suggests that hän is widely used logophorically in colloquial but not in standard Finnish.
In the present paper, I focus on reference to animals because, unlike reference to humans, which shows register variation in Finnish, the default form for animals does not change across registers and offers a clearer view of the logophoric system. Based largely on corpus data, supplemented by native speaker intuitions, I investigated use of se 'it' and hän 'she/he' in reference to animals both in contexts where the forms are embedded under attitude verbs as well as main clause contexts. My discussion is also informed by additional corpus data and discussion from Laitinen (2002) (see also Laitinen 2009 Laitinen , 2012 Mikkola & Laitinen 2013 for historical data on animal reference). I use this data to assess the validity of two competing hypotheses: (i) the view that hän is logophoric in both registers in Finnish vs. (ii) the view that the two registers have different logophoric pronoun systems. I argue that the data points towards the former, i.e., a unified system where hän is logophoric in both standard and colloquial Finnish. Furthermore, I conclude that hän can be used to refer to [-HUMAN] referents -in both standard and colloquial Finnish, in both embedded and main clause contexts -as long as they are logophoric [SELF] referents. This suggests that, at least on its logophoric use, hän does not require its referent to have a [+HUMAN] feature. I conclude that the specific mapping between [SELF] and hän can override the register default that would otherwise associate hän with [+HUMAN] referents in standard Finnish.
Further evidence in line with the idea that perspectival factors can 'overcome' associations with [+HUMAN] referents comes from Peltola (this issue). Peltola investigates two Finnish constructions traditionally viewed as requiring [+HUMAN] referents, namely the zero person construction and the impersonal passive. Using corpus data, she shows that these constructions (as well as modals) can be used to refer to animals in contexts where the event is construed from the point-of-view of the non-human animal and where the speaker/writer "seek[s] to make sense of the animal referent's behavior" (Peltola, this issue) .
The findings discussed in this paper have consequences for our view of semantic and pragmatic features, in particular the extent to which discourse-semantic features such as logophoricity can overpower more immutable semantic features such as the [+/-HUMAN] distinction. If one wants to regard hän as being specified as [+HUMAN] , then the results presented in this paper for animal reference suggest that being the logophoric SELF is able to 'override' the [+HUMAN] specification of the pronoun. Whether such a view of feature override is on the right track -or, alternatively, perhaps the feature specification of hän is different from what is often thought -is an important question for future work.
